Segregation patterns and trends are traditionally considered to be changing through residential mobility, while scant attention is paid to the social mobility of long-term residents. This paper explores first the origins of this unilateral attention and ultimately relates it to the context in which mobility, and residential mobility in particular, were conceptualized by the founders of Urban Sociology.The rest of the paper is an attempt to substantiate the context dependency of this relation through the examination of the social mobility of long-term residents and its impact on shaping local social profiles in Athens. The Athenian context, bearing important similarities to those of other large cities in Southern Europe and elsewhere, has been characterized both by comparatively reduced residential mobility and by increased social mobility in the process of rapid postwar urbanization and the massive conversion of rural masses to urban dwellers. The importance of spatially endogenous social mobility is discussed in particular with respect to social structures and institutions -such as the family or the housing system -that have been systematically impeding residential mobility. The conclusion is that the social mobility of the longterm residents has a varying, context-dependent importance for the analysis of segregation patterns and tendencies which in many cases is unwittingly neglected.
KEY WORDS ★ Athens ★ long-term residents ★ residential mobility ★ segregation ★ social mobility registered in changes in location' (Park, 1957b: 170) . In 'the expansion of the city a process of distribution takes place which shifts and sorts and relocates individuals and groups by residence and occupation' (Burgess, 1996: 158) .
The rationale of the Burgess model 3 privileges one form of mobility (residential mobility) over the others and especially over social mobility. 4 Social and residential mobility are in fact conflated through the assumption that the socially mobile will inevitably relocate. 5 The conflation of social and residential mobility occurs also as the by-product of a methodological option: residential mobility serves as a surrogate for social mobility since, being measurable, it is much easier to investigate empirically. This conflation may be seen as part of a broader spatial reductionism 6 which tends to limit segregation to an outcome in terms of the resulting social division of space from the workings of housing mechanisms (Brun and Rhein, 1994) .
The success of this reductionist approach of the relation between mobility and segregation is context dependent and may be primarily attributed to the influence of neo-classical economics (social mobility will inevitably induce an individual or a household to move in order to maximize their place utility in a trade-off situation involving a number of parameters; Bassett and Short, 1980: 27-9) and to the blinding importance of residential mobility in the specific context of the burgeoning mid-western American metropolis in the first quarter of the 20th century. Although neo-classical axiomatic explanations in this area were discredited long ago (see for example Short, 1978) , this preferential relation continues to be carried forward as part of the common wisdom in the discipline probably because residential mobility continued to be important and to influence greatly segregation, especially in large and thriving cities which usually monopolize the attention of urban sociologists and geographers.
This brief reminder of the origins of the preferential relation between residential mobility and segregation has been necessary for a subsequent discussion of its shortcomings in specific contexts and eventually in general.
Residential mobility and segregation
Implicitly rather than explicitly, segregation is still considered to be generated through the 'shifting and sorting' of population produced by residential mobility. Changes in local social profiles continue therefore to be expected as a result either of incoming residents in an area with a profile different to that of the long-term resident population and/or as a result of the departure of specific social groups of residents in the wave pattern of invasion and succession described by Burgess. The models of social distribution in urban space that were subsequently developed as competitors to the Burgess model did not challenge its emphasis on residential mobility as the vehicle of segregation, but rather the resulting spatial form and/or the definition of the social actors instigating the mobility process. Hoyt's model, for example, described a sectoral rather than a zonal pattern of socio-spatial differentiation and related its dynamic to the behaviour of the more affluent social strata who preempted the most desirable locations in the easily accessible suburbs and abandoned their former areas of residence to a process of filtering down (Knox, 1995: 305-6) .
The work on gentrification has also followed on the invasion and succession idea, indicating a process leading to segregation through the residential mobility of affluent strata which invade and transform working-class areas in the city centre and displace their former population (Coing, 1966; Smith and Williams, 1986; Glass, 1989) . Hamnett (2003) has recently pointed out, with reference to social change in East London, that the gentrification process consisted more of replacing a dying-out working class and less of displacing it. But even with no displacement, the process is inevitably dependent on the residential mobility of the gentrifiers.
The claim that the change in local social profiles is a product of residential mobility remains unchallenged and has progressively become implicit. Knox and Pinch (2000: 331) , for example, start their chapter on 'residential mobility and neighbourhood change' as follows:
Although it is widely accepted that the shaping and reshaping of urban social areas is a product of the European Urban and Regional Studies 2004 11(3) movement of households from one residence to another, the relationships between residential structure and patterns of residential mobility are only imperfectly understood.
There is no doubt that residential mobility is probably the main process through which change in local social profiles is produced in the contemporary metropolis. What this paper claims is that residential mobility is not the unique process leading to this change and that considering it as unique leaves out another important component, namely the social mobility of the long-term residents and its eventually systematic impact on socio-spatial differentiation. The dominant explanatory pattern for the changing local social profiles assumes that social mobility produced in the labour market leads to residential mobility which recasts social groups in space and reshapes in this way local social profiles. This paper claims, on the contrary, that social mobility does not necessarily lead to residential mobility and that the socially mobile who remain in situ may be very important for the analysis of segregation tendencies. The social mobility of the long-term residents should not therefore continue to be implicitly neglected in the analysis of changing urban social patterns as a socially inert element or as a kind of unimportant constant.
The absence of interest in the long-term residents when studying segregation processes is illustrated by the impressive lack of bibliography involving the long-term resident population. The sparse interest in long-term residents is related to stability rather than mobility. Traditional forms of solidarity, related to turf and family, are usually in focus as defensive devices against the disintegrative impact of modern mobility. 7 Endogenous mobility is never the issue. 8 Spatially entrapped social mobility -i.e. the mobility which does not lead to residential relocation -may, however, be interesting both in relation to the changes it brings locally and to its broader impact on segregation tendencies in the wider city. A number of questions arise which are usually neglected. For example, what is the impact of increasing social differentiation that is unavoidably developed as a result of internal upward mobility in certain working-class areas? And does the spatially entrapped social mobility of the longterm residents lead towards more or less segregation for the city as a whole in any systematic and significant way?
Neglecting the social mobility of the long-term residents has obviously a varying importance in respect to different cities. Segregation tendencies in very large metropolitan centres and in booming or rusting cities are bound to be much less affected by the impact of long-term residents' social mobility than in smaller metropolises and in cities with a rather steady economic situation, since the pace of economic development as well as size are affecting the city's migration turnover. However, as within the majority of first-world cities increasingly consolidated spaces are formed in terms of building stock and social structures, the patterns of longterm residents' social mobility are bound to become increasingly important for segregation tendencies. 9 Furthermore, residential mobility within the city, which is certainly influenced by the magnitude of incoming and/or outgoing migration, depends more on the type of social regulation than on population size or local economic performance. With Esping- Andersen's (1990) regime typology of welfare capitalism in mind, large cities within liberal regulation systems may reasonably be expected to show a higher residential mobility since increased commodification in the labour market and in the housing market is bound to increase the 'shifting and sorting' process and therefore the segregating impact of market mechanisms. Less mobility, or at least less segregation as a consequence of mobility, would be expected in systems attempting decommodification. However, if decommodification does not affect (or has a reduced effect on) housing provision, segregation may increase as Andersen (forthcoming) shows in his discussion of recent developments in Copenhagen. Moreover, there are systems (or niches within systems) where the degree of commodification is not dependent exclusively on the relation between the market and the state, because the presence of other social institutions (such as the family) may be playing an important role in shaping the regulation regime. The 'unfinished' modernization and the different articulation between industrialization and urbanization in Southern Europe have been concomitant with reduced individuation (detectable even in the household structures) and the survival of pre-modern social structures vested with new meaning and functions. The family acquired an important role in the context of weakly developed welfare states. This role has moulded city growth in such ways that it eventually became incompatible with increased residential mobility, although social mobility was very important in a period of rapid urbanization and massive conversion of rural masses to urban dwellers. In such a context the importance of the social mobility of long-term residents for the analysis of changing local social profiles is obviously paramount.
The rest of this paper is an attempt to illustrate the case for the importance of the analysis of the impact of long-term residents' social mobility on segregation patterns in Athens. The Greek capital is a city which seems a priori relevant for this exercise since it has the above mentioned features of the Southern European context and is characterized in particular by comparatively reduced residential mobility. This exercise will eventually reveal the context-dependent character of the unilateral focus on residential mobility as the vehicle of change in local social profiles; a focus which has been tacitly carried forward, as part of an uncontrolled common wisdom in the discipline, and frequently 'imported' unwittingly to contexts where it is much more obviously inadequate. 10 Endogenous social mobility and segregation in Athens
Residential mobility and segregation patterns
A comparative table of residential mobility for European cities in 1980 (Knox and Pinch, 2000: 333) shows a diversity which does not comply either with geographic divisions or with regulation regimes; the difference with cities of the New World, which seem to be the champions of residential mobility with annual rates between 15 percent and 20 percent, introduces some meaningful comparison. Southern Europe was represented in that table only by Portuguese cities, which showed low rates (4 percent). Reduced residential mobility is also true for Madrid and Barcelona with annual rates around 5 percent in the 1990s (Allen et al., forthcoming) . The annual turnover of residential mobility for Athenian households was calculated at approximately 7 percent in 1986 on the basis of households' prospects to move in the next two years (Maloutas, 1990: 90-1) , while a lower figure (5 percent) was calculated in 2002 for a broad social typology of residential areas (Maloutas et al., 2002: 70) .
The differences in residential mobility rates between cities should not be taken as directly relevant for the evaluation of their impact on segregation, since a varying percentage of this mobility may be confined to the same area. In Athens, for example, moving from one residence to another is much more related to the transition from rent to home ownership than to relocation to a different area. According to a recent survey, this tenure transition is accountable for a very substantial part of residential mobility (55 percent), with tenants being over three times more mobile than home-owners. The change in tenure occurs more often than not in the same broad residential area: 63 percent of households that moved (once or more times) to another house between 1991 and 2001 did not leave their original residential area in the process (Maloutas et al., 2002: 93-4, 119) . Similar findings resulted from a survey in Pireaus in the late 1980s (Benoit-Guilbot et al., 1998: 77-83) .
The exclusive attention to residential mobility and the neglect of the endogenous evolution of the local social structure for segregation analysis has also been the norm in conditions that do not justify such neglect, as in Southern Europe. In Athens, for example, the changing shape of segregation patterns is almost exclusively understood in terms of residential relocation of specific social groups, i.e. the accelerated departure of the upper and middle social strata from the central residential area since the mid-1970s and their relocation to the northeastern and southern suburbs, where relatively socially homogeneous residential zones have been systematically created. The central residential area had a parallel change with the sharp decrease in the percentage of the upper and middle occupational categories and the increase of lower-middle-class ones as well as with the sharp increase of immigrant residents.
Segregation patterns and processes in Athens are more complex than the above scheme based on residential mobility implies, and in particular there are important facets of segregation related to the social mobility of the quantitatively much more important long-term residents and to its impact on the spatial distribution of the city's social structure. 11 It would be unfounded, however, to attribute the neglect of the long-term residents in Athens only to the dominant segregation analysis paradigm. In a city which tripled in population during the first three postwar decades, it took some time for the category of long-term residents to be established perceptively and analytically, even though intra-urban residential mobility has been reduced from the onset.
Patterns and processes of segregation in Athens: a summary
The general pattern The general pattern of social differentiation in the residential areas of Athens reveals a clear division between the eastern and western parts of the city, with the former being predominantly upper and middle-class and the latter working-class and lower-middle-class (NCSR, 1973; Sorokos, 1975; Leontidou, 1990) . In each of these parts there are further subdivisions formed by enclaves where the upper or lower occupational categories are more prevalent. 12 Summing up these further subdivisions, the upper and upper-middle social strata are mainly situated in the north-eastern and southern peripheries, while the working class occupies most of the western part with an intensity which increases with distance from the centre. The area immediately surrounding the Central Business District (CBD) is a traditional stronghold of the upper social strata, but the much more importantin terms of population -wider belt around the centre is a socially mixed area with middle and lower-middle-class predominance.
This pattern is the combined product of social divisions formed in a labour market that was not shaped by industrial development and not regulated by comprehensive welfare state arrangements but rather by a family-centred model of social reproduction, 13 and of their spatial translation in the relatively recent constitution of the city's built environment through the dominant systems of housing provision. 14 The relatively weak industrial development and the rather recent urbanization have resulted in a labour market with fewer jobs in industry and more in construction works and personal services as well as with relatively few salaried jobs and a high proportion of independent positions, 15 and in a rather reduced intensity of social division throughout most of the social tissue. 16 The reduced intensity of social division has been favoured by the high social mobility during the first three to four postwar decades. The social diffusion of this mobility was enhanced by bringing together different occupational positions within socially unifying intergenerational family structures. Last, but certainly not least, the rather weak social division was translated into a social continuum of spatial differentiation through the dominant systems of housing provision, characterized by the absence of direct state intervention as well as of large promoters and builders (Arbaci, 2002) , and by the high percentage of self-promotion and home ownership.
In short, Athens during the first postwar decades of rapid urbanization was characterized by rather reduced social divisions due both to conditions in the labour market and to family-centred processes of social reproduction in a context of high social mobility. Under these circumstances, and greatly influenced by the dominant forms of housing provision, segregation followed a pattern of very broad and gradual division between a bourgeois central and eastern part of the city and a workingclass western part extending to the broader periphery. This social continuum pattern was progressively built through the incremental constitution of the urban tissue by the aggregation of small self-promotion housing operations and through the complete absence of large public or private housing projects that could have resulted in the spatial juxtaposition of clearly demarcated residential social spaces. New processes since the 1970s, related to the changing systems of housing provision, to deteriorating living conditions in the centre and, more recently, to immigration, have induced a new segregation impetus and a more diversified segregation pattern, primarily expressed though suburbanization.
Suburbanization and segregation
There has been a strong trend of suburban growth in Athens since the mid-1970s which continued well into the 1990s. The balance of population between the central municipality and the rest of the Athens metropolitan region offers a rough indication of suburban growth. The central municipality covers a European Urban and Regional Studies 2004 11(3) wide area around the CBD which in 1971 was inhabited by 31.0 percent of the population of the wider metropolitan region (Attiki). This proportion dropped to 21.9 percent in 1991 (NSSG, 2001a: 45-53 ) and further to 19.6 percent in 2001 (NSSG, 2001b: 9, 17) . The decrease was due both to the decline in absolute numbers of inhabitants in the centre from 870,000 in 1971 to 735,000 in 2001 and to the parallel increase of the population in the wider suburban region by almost a million inhabitants during the same period.
Suburbanization tends to produce new residential space that is socially homogeneous, especially when the market is the only regulating mechanism of the suburban growth. In Athens both the new upper and middle-class suburbs and the new working-class ones have developed in such a context. The former contained 25 percent of the city's higher professional categories in 1991 as against 6 percent in 1971. The increase was twice as high as the overall population growth in the same areas. In the new working-class suburbs, the percentage of salaried manual workers has also increased substantially more than the overall population (39 percent compared to 20 percent) during the same period (Maloutas, 1997: 3) . Thus, suburbanization has been producing more segregation/closure at both ends of the social hierarchy of residential areas.
Changes in the suburbs have been parallel to changes in the centre. In 1971, 62 percent of the higher occupational categories used to reside in the central municipality of Athens. Twenty years later this percentage had dropped to 27 percent, while the salaried manual workers' concentration in the area was only slightly reduced (Maloutas, 1997: 3) . At first glance this outcome could be perceived as a tendency towards less segregation since a more even representation of different social categories in a residential area normally leads to that assumption. But a more thorough examination of what is happening at the centre of Athens reveals that the apparent equilibration of the social structure (i.e. the tendency towards an occupational distribution in closer resemblance to that of the city as a whole) is due to a process of filtering down which will not necessarily lead to the stabilization of a more mixed social structure in inner-city neighbourhoods.
Other forms of segregation Moreover, there are other processes and forms of social differentiation developed at the micro level -such as vertical social differentiation (Leontidou, 1990; Maloutas and Karadimitriou, 2001 ) and the increasing social differentiation between residents in different parts of the housing stock -that undermine any effort to interpret this tendency towards a more mixed social structure as a straightforward indication of an unambiguous course towards less segregation. Emmanuel -who incidentally equates the more mixed social structure to less segregation in Emmanuel et al. (1996) and in a more recent article (Emmanuel, 2002) -notes the increasing correlation between household income and the age of housing and, more generally, between income and housing quality. Elaborating on data from the household budget surveys, he establishes that from 1994 to 1999 the differences in rent and housing prices per person and per square metre between the upper and the lower-income groups have increased considerably. The same applies to the age of housing as well as to the access to home ownership which seems to be decreasing for the lower-income group and increasing for the upper one (Emmanuel, 2002) .
Segregation is not only a question of spatial distance, 17 and a relatively mixed neighbourhood where different social groups have very different housing conditions and do not share the same local social services is barely an indication of reduced segregation.
Education is probably the most important example of a deeply unequal quality of service consumed by residents of the same neighbourhood. A huge bussing operation takes place every morning from most parts of Athens towards the big private schools located primarily in the north-eastern suburbs. At the same time many families manage to send their children to good public schools in different areas from the ones in which they live if the local public school is not up to their expectations. Big private schools and good public schools in different areas are options that are socially distributed in a very unequal way.
Changes in the suburbs and at the centre constitute the spatial reference of the discussion on segregation tendencies. These are in fact the spaces where residential mobility is more important. The suburbs are growing and the centre is losing population (see Figure 1) , a loss which is the aggregate result of a wider loss of outgoing higher and middle social strata and of incoming lowermiddle strata and mainly immigrant population.
Throughout the work on segregation in Athens the emphasis has been on suburban growth and on changes in the city centre. The rest of the urban tissue was considered socially mixed and less changing, and therefore implicitly assumed to be opposing -or at least, not partaking in -segregation processes. Understanding segregation as a process relevant to a minority of social groups and residential spaces has contributed to retaining the issue away from the wider public's interest and the political agenda. 18 As already maintained, the one-sided emphasis on the residentially mobile households and on the areas mainly affected by this mobility is reducing the importance of the rest of the population for segregation analysis to something like an unimportant social constant. Furthermore, it leads to overlooking the processes of social change in areas with lower residential mobility.
In the next section we return to the two questions formulated earlier: i.e. to the impact on segregation of increasing social differentiation developed as a result of internal upward mobility within certain working-class areas; and to the impact of long-term residents' locally entrapped social mobility on segregation in the city as a whole. In order to tackle these questions we used evidence from a recent survey commissioned by the Agency for Planning and Environmental Protection of Athens (ORSA) and carried out in early 2002 (Maloutas et al., 2002) . Some 2,117 households were interviewed, distributed in eight types of residential areas which were preselected in terms of their social structure and the features of their housing stock. This preselection was enabled by previous research work on the detailed spatial distribution of occupational categories in Athens (Maloutas and Pantazis, 1999) . The results of this survey cannot be considered as irrefutable substantiation of the claims developed subsequently since they are not the product of a rigorously representative research design. They can be considered, however, as solid indications of the subsequent claims' validity since they result from a number of knowledgeably selected cases between the city's important local social profiles. 19 
Endogenous social mobility
Traditional working-class areas Social changes in areas of low residential mobility, which are mainly situated in the traditional working-class part of Athens dating from the interwar and the early postwar period, will serve as examples of the importance of endogenous social change, since they are the par excellence areas where the spatial entrapment of endogenous social mobility is bound to produce important changes in the local social structure.
The relative stability of these areas in terms of population change between 1971 and 1991 is shown in Figure 1 . In terms of social change, however, things do not appear to be equally stable. The percentage of the higher occupational categories, for instance, has shown considerable growth during the same period (Figure 2) , a growth that could be challenging the increasing segregation thesis, since the higher professional categories are growing fast in an area 'belonging' to the opposite end of the social hierarchy.
Apart from social mobility in most of these traditional working-class areas, there is intensive new building activity whose quality is not different from the city's average-status residential areas. More generally there is an air of regeneration in this type of residential area.
How can we interpret this combination of social mobility and upgrading of the built environment in Athens (1971 and 1991) a part at least of the traditional working-class areas?
The immediate answer, if we insist on the exclusive focus on residential mobility as the underlying mechanism of change, would be that these areas are being gentrified, with the invasion of higher occupational groups and the parallel displacement of the lower social echelons of their former residents towards the new working-class suburbs, where segregation is becoming more intense since these suburbs represent the only type of residential area which has been gaining working-class population between 1981 and 1991 according to census data (Maloutas et al., 2002: 21) . Evidence from the above mentioned recent survey shows, however, that the specific weight of new residents in these working-class areas 20 is comparatively small, since they represented a considerably lower percentage of residents established after 1990 (18-20 percent) compared to an average of 27 percent for the whole sample (Maloutas et al., 2002: 93) . It also shows that the new population in these areas (i.e. those who became residents in the last 10 years) are not gentrifiers, since their income profile is lower than that of the population already established in the area for a longer period (Figure 3) . The opposite is happening in areas of middleclass expansion, where the recent settlers are more affluent than the former residents. This is illustrated in Figure 4 which refers to new suburban expansions where intermediate and upperintermediate occupational categories prevail. 21 In fact, in all types of residential areas examined in this recent survey, the incoming population was of a lower occupational status in respect to the longterm residents with the sole exception of the new middle-class suburbs. Gentrification in Athens has been very limited mainly because the gentrifiable areas are rather limited.
Apart from the recent middle-class suburbs, the only other type of residential area examined in which the incoming population appeared to produce an important change in its social profile, is the high density parts around the centre where substantial numbers of immigrants have settled in former middle-class environments during the 1990s. In the rest of the residential area types the recent inhabitants have generally a slightly lower income (which can be attributed to their younger age) and a more or less similar occupational and educational profile to that of the resident population.
So, if the change in the social structure and the built environment of the traditional working-class areas is not to be attributed to in-migrating residents with a higher profile, it has to be attributed to internal social mobility. In fact it seems that there is a considerable intergenerational mobility of the local working class from manual jobs to a diversity of positions in the services, including jobs in the higher occupational categories. This type of residential area -with a specific weight of 19 percent in terms of population in 1991 and a relatively reduced population growth (6 percent) between 1981 and 1991 -showed an important growth in all service occupations during the same period. According to census data it accounted for 40 percent of the growth in the lower service jobs, 33.5 percent in intermediate positions (office employees etc.), 18 percent in upper-intermediate positions and 15.5 percent in the higher service professions. At the same time, the areas belonging to this type accounted for the loss of 24 percent of salaried workers' jobs in the city as part of the dying-out process of the working class rather than as a consequence of its displacement (Maloutas et al., 2002: 14, 21 ).
The upwardly mobile working-class offspring do not usually leave their native area, mostly because of kinship ties and family networks on which they depend. These ties still remain the most important factor in households' choice of residential location, especially for the lower-middle class and the working class. The presence of family members and of family landed and housing property have been detected by two different surveys in 1986 and 1987/88 as the most important factors in households' choice of residential location (Maloutas, 1990: 329-31; Benoit-Guilbot et al., 1998) and confirmed by this recent one (Maloutas et al., 2002: 120-30) . The higher incidence of this choice for the lower-middle-class and the working-class can be attributed either to their greater dependence on family networks or to the rather recent suburbanization wave of the upper and middle social categories, which represented a break with the 'follow the family' choice pattern. In fact, it is mainly the new generations of the upper and middle social strata that opted massively for suburban residence, and their capacity to do so may be partly attributed to their lesser dependence on family networks. Higher social strata do not necessarily present a reduced degree of family solidarity, but they can more easily substitute the exchange of services with money transfers which do not require spatial proximity.
The younger and upwardly mobile households in the traditional working-class areas form the clientele of the new house-building activity. They are predominantly present in the new and the wellmaintained stock, while the elderly and the 'unsuccessful' are relegated to the rest of the stock which is of a substantially lower standard, since it often originates from illegal self-construction with in-built problems that later improvements could only partially overcome. Figure 5 shows a clear correlation between social hierarchy (indicated by income in this case) and the quality of housing in these traditional working-class areas.
This clear correlation does not seem to occur in the new working-class suburbs (Figure 6 ), probably because of the less differentiated social structure and less differentiated housing stock.
Thus, the endogenous social mobility in the traditional working-class areas is inducing new differentiation patterns at the micro level; however, these do not lead for the time being to clear social divisions, since the same family usually binds together different hierarchical positions in the labour market and spreads into different quality segments of the housing stock. This socially binding function of the family is related, however, to the intense upward mobility conjuncture and to the important intergenerational differences it creates in terms of educational achievement and occupational status. In conditions of reduced social mobility, on the contrary, the family can become a factor of social division (Maloutas, forthcoming b) .
The change in the traditional working-class areas can therefore be summarized as internal upward mobility, introducing the conditions for developing new forms of segregation at the micro level, which for the time being are mitigated by the family. The advantages offered by the local family network and the conditions in the housing market that impede residential mobility 22 have been the main reasons preventing the upwardly mobile from moving to residential areas that would be more adequate for their new (or aspired to) social status.
Segregation tendencies
The last question raised in this paper concerns the importance of endogenous social mobility for the shaping of socio-spatial differentiation in the city as a whole. Is the familyrelated entrapment of the upwardly mobile in their native residential areas an impediment to intensified segregation? And does it lead eventually to the convergence of social profiles in the different types of residential areas?
The answer to the first question would probably be yes. By preventing the upwardly mobile from leaving a low-standard area, the end result is a more mixed social structure and a persistent demand for regeneration, which remains in situ. Nevertheless, at the micro level this appears to produce new divisions in a formerly more homogenous social and urban fabric. This is further evidence that value judgements on social mix are not as simple as they usually appear (Preteceille, forthcoming) .
The answer to the second question is less obvious. Does endogenous social mobility contribute to the convergence or to the divergence of the social profiles of the city's residential areas? This is particularly important in a city like Athens, where residential mobility is low (and for the most part confined to the same residential area) and consequently changes in local social structures are bound to be comparatively less dependent on the social profile of new residents, and more so on the social mobility of the rather stable population. In order to tackle the convergence question, social mobility trends were calculated in six different social types of residential areas (Table 1) in the context of the above mentioned recent survey. 23 The trend was established by relating the higher occupational category in each household to that of the father. The number of occupational classes was restricted to four due to the small size of the survey sample. Managerial and professional jobs were placed in the first class; office employees and most of the self-employed were put in the second; lower positions in the service sector were put in the third and manual labourers including artisans were relegated to the fourth.
Apart from the evidently upward and downward trajectories, those who succeeded in remaining at the top were considered to have an ascending mobility while those remaining at the bottom were considered to have a descending one. Stability was therefore assigned only to those remaining in the same intermediate category as their father. This option was taken in order to avoid mixing socially different kinds of occupational stability under the same label, as well as in order to simplify the mobility table. A more detailed view of stability at the top and bottom shows that an important part of European Urban and Regional Studies 2004 11(3) upward mobility in the areas where the higher professional categories prevail (29 percentage points out of 74) is due to the internal reproduction of the top class, while this was very reduced in all other types of areas and extremely reduced in workingclass areas. The same is happening with internal reproduction at the bottom, which was found to be accountable for the larger part of downward mobility in working-class areas and to be practically non-existent in the upper categories' residential areas (Maloutas et al., 2002: 101) . Following the data in Table 1 , the answer to the convergence question would be negative since the mobility trend seems to be positively correlated with the social ranking of the area. The areas belonging to the social extremes seem to get progressively more homogeneous and therefore divergent, while the traditional working-class areas show a mixed trend between ascending and descending mobility.
The mixed trend can either be interpreted as a stake (meaning that the future social shape of such areas remains at stake) or as an artefact of the changing geometry of occupational categories. An important part of the ascending trend in these areas is due to the mobility from the category of manual labourers (workers, artisans and peasants) to that of lower positions and small-time professionals in the services which are increasingly becoming the bulk of the occupational bottom. The relative importance of this type of upward mobility in the different social types of residential areas is changing in an inversely proportional way to the social status of the area, and therefore constitutes further evidence of the diverging social profiles of residential areas (Table 2 , Column 1). A corroborating indication is the percentage of households originating from and remaining at the lower occupational category. This percentage is also inversely proportional to the social status of the residential area (Table 2 , Column 2). The lesser degree of upward mobility for the lower occupational categories living in areas where their concentration is higher contributes to the increasing social distance between residential areas with different positions in the occupational hierarchy.
Finally, if the data in Tables 1 and 2 are recalculated for all residents -and not only for the long-term ones -the only areas in which substantial differences appear between recent and long-term residents are the former middle-class areas around the centre and the new middle-class suburban extensions. Upward mobility is much higher for long-term residents in the former, while the same applies for new residents in the latter (Maloutas et al., 2002: 101) . The impact of residential mobility on segregation in Athens during the last decade of the 20th century seems, therefore, to be grafted onto a deeper tendency towards more segregation emanating from the reproduction of the nowadays much more numerous long-term resident population.
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Conclusion
Urban regeneration and the growth of the upper tiers in the occupational structure of certain working-class areas in Athens appear related to the spatial entrapment of an important part of the local population's social mobility. Although the impact of this entrapment seems in principle to oppose segregation -that would be enhanced by the free 'shifting and sorting' of the socially mobile throughout the city -the impact of the spatially entrapped social mobility on the city as a whole appears to be the increasing social distance between residential areas of different occupational profiles. This deep-seated segregation process is further fuelled by the more circumstantial impact of residential mobility on local social structures, as in the case of new suburban expansions that create residential areas of increasing social homogeneity or in the case of filtering down in areas around the centre. The segregation impact of endogenous social mobility is an important issue especially for cities with reduced residential mobility like Athens, where the evolution of segregation patterns and trends depends much more on the long-term residents. This impact remains neglected, however, due to the exclusive attention traditionally devoted to the residentially mobile population as the sole source of important changes in the recasting of local social profiles. This one-sided attention is explicable in terms of dominant analytic paradigms and in terms of the rather recent constitution of the notion of the long-term resident in a city of recent residents which tripled in size during the first three postwar decades.
Discussion about the Chicago School may appear misplaced for today's preoccupations in Urban Sociology and Geography. However, part of our conventional wisdom stems directly from that period and remains to a large extent unproblematized mainly because of its relevance to 'core' contexts in formative periods. The relation between residential mobility and segregation is part of this unproblematized conventional wisdom. Placed out of the 'core' regions the obvious becomes less obvious. In this paper we have endeavoured to show it by pointing at the social mobility of the residentially stable population and its fundamental impact on segregation.
The fact that endogenous social mobility has been boosting segregation in Athens during the last decade is not a conclusion that can be immediately interesting for other cities. This is because the outcome regarding segregation is much more dependent on the mediation of specific systems of housing provision and on arrangements concerning the socio-spatially differentiated access to a broad range of local social and commercial services than it is on the mere distinction between residentially mobile households and long-term residents. Even the fact that social mobility was found to be very unequal between spaces of different social profile may not be conclusive proof about 'the difference that space makes', but instead be primarily related to specific conditions of social regulation (the complete absence, for instance, of area-based policies as remedy to the spatial concentration of disadvantage) whose impact on social mobility may provoke this kind of spatial differentiation. In short, the specific relation between endogenous social mobility and segregation may only be relevant to Athens and interesting to explore in cities with equally low residential mobility and/or similar structures of social regulation.
However, expecting segregation only through residential mobility is in fact reducing the analysis to the spatial dimension of mobility and indirectly diverts attention from the fundamental processes in which social inequality is reproduced through the systematically unequal opportunities for social mobility chances between different groups, independent of the degree of residential mobility which they incur. This kind of spatial reductionism has dominated Urban Social Geography and culminated with factorial ecology. Urban social structures became snapshots of the unequal spatial distribution of social groups in terms of social rank, family status and ethno-racial group, allegedly created through constant relocation. Segregation was thus reduced from a social process to a spatial pattern.
Even when such spatial reductionism became discredited, the implicit privileged link of segregation with residential mobility persisted mainly because it continued to make sense in contexts of increased residential mobility and intensely commodified housing provision. Contexts are changing, however, with urban population being more stable than in the period of intense European Urban and Regional Studies 2004 11(3) urbanization. Long-term residents are therefore gaining specific weight and this is bound to challenge the privileged link between segregation and residential mobility. This paper began by problematizing the inadequacy of analysing segregation on the conventional wisdom assumption of its privileged link to residential mobility in contexts where the latter is reduced. The importance of analysing the social mobility of long-term residents to appraise segregation in such contexts leads in fact to realizing the broader need to include the analysis of socio-spatially differentiated social mobility for a better grasp of what segregation is about independent of the specific context. based on the impersonal relations defined by money, has gone hand in hand with an increasing mobility of the population' (Park, 1957a: 27) which he considered a paramount expression of social change. 'Human Ecology … assumes that the origin of social change … would be found in the struggle for existence and in the growth, the migration, the mobility and the territorial and occupational distribution of peoples which this struggle has brought about' (Park, 1957d: 230-1) . 3 Mobility is represented by constant migration and residential relocation in the rationale of the Burgess zonal model. 'Their [i.e. the immigrants'] invasion of the city has the effect of a tidal wave inundating first the immigrant colonies, the ports of first entry, dislodging thousands of inhabitants who overflow into the next zone, and so on until the momentum of the wave has spent its force on the last urban zone. The whole effect is to speed up expansion, to speed up industry, to speed up the "junking" process in the area of deterioration' (Burgess, 1996: 159) . 4 Kaufmann (2001: 89-90) identifies at least five different forms of mobility relevant to social science and to urban sociology in particular: social mobility, professional mobility, migration, residential mobility and commuting. 5 'Every change in the conditions of social life manifests itself first and most obviously in an intensified mobility and in movements which terminate in segregation' (Park, 1957c: 199) . 6 'It is because geography, occupation, and all the other factors which determine the distribution of population determine so irresistibly and fatally the place, the group, and the associates with whom each one of us is bound to live that spatial relations come to have, for the study of society and human nature, the importance which they do. It is because social relations are so frequently and so inevitably correlated with spatial relations; because physical distances so frequently are, or seem to be, the indexes of social distances, that statistics have any significance whatever for sociology. And this is true, finally, because it is only as social and psychical facts can be reduced to, or correlated with, spatial facts that they can be measured at all' (Park, 1957b: 177) . 'Mobility is perhaps the best index of the state of metabolism of the city. Mobility may be thought of … as the "pulse of the community". Like the pulse of the human body, it is a process which reflects and is indicative of all the changes that are taking place in the community …' (Burgess, 1996: 160) . There is an abundant literature on spatial reductionism and the Chicago School, produced in different periods and from different perspectives, which is not possible to review here (see for example Firey, 1947; Castells, 1972; Grafmeyer and Joseph, 1990) . In a more recent critique Ethington (1997) deplores the implicit introduction by Park and Bogardus of pre-constructed (and prejudiced) notions of social distance in what appeared as a focus on investigating its spatiality. 7 The classic Young and Willmot (1957) 
study in East
London and several subsequent ones reflect an interest of this order. Interest in this kind of stability is set against another important facet of socially differentiated residential mobility related to life-cycle changes and suburbanization within contexts of waning traditional family ties (Bonvalet and Fribourg, 1990) . 8 Clay's paper in a collective volume on city regeneration is an exception. It deals both with gentrification, related to middle-class infiltration in neighbourhoods of the city centre, and with reinvestment related to long-term residents -termed 'incumbent upgrading' (Clay, 1980: 19) -as different ways of inner-city neighbourhood regeneration. I am indebted to Chris Hamnett for this reference. 9 Pitrou (1977) remarks in the same vein on the increasing importance of family networks for social reproduction in French cities in a period when the great migration movements seem to be over (cited in Grafmeyer and Joseph, 1990: 41) . 10 On the same lines Mantouvalou et al. (1995) discuss urban development problems related to South European contextual difference within the EU. 11 Emmanuel's (1999) arguments concerning the relatively reduced size of suburbanization in Athens corroborate the relatively limited impact of residential mobility during the post-1970s period. 12 A detailed map of the social morphology of Athens in 1991 has been produced on the basis of a large number of variables related to occupational categories and professional status, synthesized using multivariate techniques. Variants of this map have appeared in several publications (Maloutas, 1997: 3; 2000: 46; Sivignon et al., 2003: 131) . 13 This family-centred model in Southern Europe is demanding, through an increasing literature, a place of its own between or within the models of welfare capitalism following Esping- Andersen (1990) . Castles (1995) , Castles and Ferrera (1996), Ferrera (1996) , Mingione (1996) , Flaquer (2000) , Allen et al. (2004) are part of this literature. Concerning family and the welfare state in Greece, see Tsoukalas (1987) , Maloutas and Economou (1988) , Matsanganis (1999) , Maratou-Alipranti (2002) . 14 Concerning the features and the social impact of the dominant systems of housing provision, see Economou (1987 Economou ( , 1988 , Leontidou (1990) , Maloutas (1990) , Emmanuel et al. (1996) , Maloutas (forthcoming b), Allen et al. (2004) . 15 The issue of South European specificities in the labour market related to a different articulation between industrialization and urbanization, where the latter takes precedence over the former, is developed in Maloutas (forthcoming a) and in Allen et al. (2004) . More detailed work on specificities of the labour market in Athens with special reference to its spatial dimension may be found in Vaiou and Hatzimichalis (1997) , Vaiou et al. (1999) , Sayas (2001) . 16 The influential work of K. Tsoukalas (1987) has given substance to the reduced social division thesis. This thesis has greatly influenced the subsequent work of several researchers on segregation in Athens. For the divergent claims formulated in the course of this work, see for example Leontidou (1990) , Maloutas (1992; 1993) , Mantouvalou et al. (1995) , Emmanuel et al. (1996) , Karadimitriou (2001), Emmanuel (2002) . 17 Pinçon and Pinçon-Charlot (1989) describe, for example, the mechanisms leading the Parisian elite to quasi absolute social isolation at the western side of Paris intra muros, achieved in conditions of much less spatial seclusion than in most middle-class American suburbs. 18 Reference to the general discussion about segregation in Athens was already made in Note 16. For a discussion of factors opposing and favouring segregation tendencies in postwar Athens, and their impact on its visibility as a social issue, see Maloutas (1993; . 19 In each case specific spatial limits were imposed on the interviewers and a form of systematic dispersion was combined with a number of quotas: age and state of buildings, apartment floor when relevant, minimum percentage for specific groups (especially immigrants) etc. 20 The area selected as socially mobile working-class under regeneration -in which some 400 households were surveyed -was constituted by a number of neighbourhoods in the municipalities of Peristeri and Petroupolis, bringing together a diversity of housing situations especially in terms of building age and quality. A second, less socially mobile working-class area was selected near the centre of the municipality of Nikaia. 21 Part of the municipalities of Gerakas and Palini were chosen as recent middle-class suburban extensions. For a detailed description of the social and demographic features of the different types of area included in the sample, see Maloutas et al. (2002: 90-8) . 22 For a discussion of these unfavourable conditions in the housing market for residential mobility as a common feature throughout Southern Europe, see Allen et al. (2004 Maloutas et al. (2002: 253-6 ).
